Amendments to the Drawings: 

The attached sheets of drawings include replacement drawings for drawing sheets 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7. The replacement drawing sheets, which include FIGS. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 
and 8 replaces the original drawing sheets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 which included FIGS. 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

New drawing sheets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 are presented as formal drawings for the 
application. No changes to features or sign numbers have been made to FIGS. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, and 8 of new drawing sheets 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, from those presented by the 
informal drawings that accompanied the application as filed. 

Note: Original FIG. 8 of original sheet 8 has been moved to sheet 7, and appears on 
sheet 7 with FIG. 7. 

No new matter has been added by way of the amendments to the drawings. 

Attachments: Replacement Sheets 1-7 

Annotated Sheet 8 
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Remarks 

This Response is provided in response to a non- final Office Action mailed August 
25, 2004. The Office Action rejected claims 1-10, 12, 13, 16, 18-25, and 28 under 35 
U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by prior art; further rejected claims 5, 1 1, 14-18, 26, 
27, 36, and 39-41 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over prior art; and 
objected to claims 29-35, 37, and 38 as being dependent upon rejected base claims, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form. 

Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. S102(b) 

The Office Action rejected claims 1-4, 6, 7, 9-10, 12, 13, 19, 21, 22, 24, 25, and 28 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by United States Patent No. 5,386,102 issued 
to Hiroyoshi Takikawa et al., January 31, 1995 (Takikawa '102). In light of the amendment 
made by the Applicant to independent claim 1, wherein the Applicant has amended claim 1 
to include the limitations of dependent claim 29, which depended directly from claim 1; 
amended claim 1 stands as an allowable independent claim; this rejection is therefore 
respectfully traversed. Accordingly, the Applicant respectfully requests the passage of 
claim 1 to allowance, and the passage to allowance of claims 2-28, and 30-35, which serve 
to further limit claim 1 and depend from allowable independent claim 1 . 

Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) 

The Office Action further rejected claims 1, 2, 5, 7-10, 12, 13, 16, 18, 20, 22-25, 
and 28 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Japanese Patent No. JP 2001-330 
(JP '330). In light of the amendment made by the Applicant to independent claim 1, 
wherein the Applicant has amended claim 1 to include the limitations of dependent claim 
29, which depended directly from claim 1; amended claim 1 stands as an allowable 
independent claim; this rejection is therefore respectfully traversed. Accordingly, the 
Applicant respectfully requests the passage of claim 1 to allowance, and the passage to 
allowance of claims 2-28, and 30-35 depending from allowable independent claim 1. 
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Rejection of Claims Under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 

The Office Action further rejected claims 5, 11, 14-18, 26, 27, 36, and 39-41 under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takikawa 5 102 in view of Great Britain 
Patent No. 2199509 issued to Chin Yan Hsieh, July 13, 1988 (Hsieh GB'509). Claims 5, 
11, 14-18, 26, and 27 depend from allowable claim 1, which includes the limitations of 
canceled dependent claim 29. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 5, 11, 14-18, 26, and 27 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Takikawa '102 in view of Hsieh 
GB'509 is respectfully traversed. 

In light of the amendment made by the Applicant to independent claim 36, wherein 
the Applicant has amended claim 36 to include the limitations of dependent claim 37; 
amended claim 36 stands as an allowable independent claim. Accordingly, the rejection of 
claim 36 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Takikawa 5 102 in view of 
Hsieh GB'509 is respectfully traversed. Therefore, the Applicant respectfully requests the 
passage of claim 36 to allowance, and the passage to allowance of claims 38-41 depending 
from allowable independent claim 36. 

Objection of Claims 29-35 and 37-38 as depending from rejected base claims: 

The Applicant thanks the Examiner for the indication of allowability of claims 29- 
35 and 37-38, if rewritten into independent form including all of the limitations of their 
associated base claims and any intervening claims. In response to this objection, the 
Applicant has canceled claim 29 and amended independent claim 1 to include the 
limitations of dependent claim 29, thereby providing dependent claim 29 rewritten into its 
independent form. The Applicant has further canceled claim 37 and amended independent 
claim 36 to include the limitations of dependent claim 37, thereby providing dependent 
claim 37 rewritten into its independent form. 
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Conclusion 

The Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and allowance of all of the 
claims pending in the application. This Response is intended to be a complete response to 
the non-final Office Action mailed August 25, 2004. 

Should any questions arise concerning this response, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the below listed Attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 




6,369 

Fellers, Snider, Blankenship, Bailey and Tippens, P.C. 

Bank One Tower 

100 N. Broadway, Suite 1700 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102-8820 

Telephone: (405) 232-0621 

Facsimile: (405) 232-9659 

Customer No. 33900 
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FIG. 8 OF SHEET 8 HAS 
BEEN MOVED TO SHEET 7 
WHICH INCLUDES FIG. 7 



